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DETAILED ACTION 
Notice to Applicant 

1. This communication is in response to the amendment filed 03/11/00. Claims 1 
and 12 have been amended. Claims 13-20 have been added. Claims 1-20 are pending. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1-11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Rieker et al (5,832,447) and Warady et al (6,067,522). 

(A) As per claim 1 , Rieker discloses a database for use in a web-based managed 
care transaction system (Col. 5, lines 25-67 to Col. 6, line 12), comprising: 
a memory (Col. 7, lines 59-67 to Col. 8, line 24); and 

a set of data tables organized into a logical entity in the memory and including 
for each member (Col. 8, lines 25-49): 

a master account table (Col. 7, lines 24-47, The Examiner interprets capture process to 
be a form of master account table). Rieker does not explicitly disclose a member table; 
and a set of one or more member history tables associated with the member table, 
each member history table associated with a given employer plan, wherein said logical 
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entity is persistent over changes to each members' changes within said employer 
plan. 

However, these features are known in the art, as evidenced by Warady. In 
particular, Warady suggests a member table which the Examiner interprets to be an 
employee status table (See Col. 5, lines 6-13); and a set of one or more member 
history tables associated with the member table, each member history table 
associated with a given employer plan, wherein said logical entity is persistent over 
changes to each members' changes within said employer plan (See Warady, Col. 4, 
lines 1-67 to Col. 5, line 64). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have included the feature of Warady within the system of Rieker with the 
motivation of providing one health and welfare benefit plan provider as a result of the 
enrollment of the at least one person in the at least one health and welfare benefit plan 
in accordance with the data entered into the one of the single computerized database 
management (See Warady Col. 3, lines 6-25). 

(B) As per claim 2, Warady discloses the database wherein the set of data tables 
includes an employer table having associate therewith a set of one or more employer 
plan tables (Col. 5, lines 1-54). 

The motivation for combining the respective teachings of Rieker and Warady are as 
discussed above in the rejection of claim 1 , and incorporated herein. 
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(C) As per claim 3, Warady discloses the database wherein a given employer plan 
table identifies a given employer plan (Col. 5, lines 1-54). 

The motivation for combining the respective teachings of Rieker and Warady are as 
discussed above in the rejection of claim 1 , and incorporated herein. 

(D) As per claim 4, Rieker discloses the database further including a managed care 
organization (MCO) table having associated therewith a set of one or more MCO 
product plan tables (Col.1, lines 15-67). 

The motivation for combining the respective teachings of Rieker and Warady are as 
discussed above in the rejection of claim 1 , and incorporated herein. 

(E) As per claim 5, Warady discloses the database wherein a given MCO product 
plan table has associated therewith the set of one or more employer plan tables 
(Col.5, lines 1-54). 

The motivation for combining the respective teachings of Rieker and Warady are as 
discussed above in the rejection of claim 1, and incorporated herein. 

(F) As per claim 6, Warady discloses the database wherein a given member history 
table has associated therewith a set of one or more coordinated benefits tables (Col.5, 
lines 1-54). 

The motivation for combining the respective teachings of Rieker and Warady are 
as discussed above in the rejection of claim 1 , and incorporated herein. 
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(G) As per claim 7, Warady discloses the database wherein a given member history 
table has associated therewith a set of one or more assigned primary care physician 
(PCP) tables (Col.5, lines 1-54). 

The motivation for combining the respective teachings of Rieker and Warady are as 
discussed above in the rejection of claim 1 , and incorporated herein. 

(H) As per claim 8, Warady discloses the database wherein an assigned PCP table 
has associated therewith a provider 

affiliation table (Col.5, lines 1-54). 

The motivation for combining the respective teachings of Rieker and Warady are as 
discussed above in the rejection of claim 1, and incorporated herein. 

(I) As per claim 9, Warady discloses the database wherein the set of data tables 
further includes a provider information table (Col.5, lines 1-54). 

The motivation for combining the respective teachings of Rieker and Warady are 
as discussed above in the rejection of claim 1, and incorporated herein. 

(J) As per claim 10, Warady discloses the database wherein the provider information 
table includes a set of one or more provider affiliation tables, a set of one or more 
hospital affiliation tables, and a set of one or more provider staff tables (Col.5, lines 1- 
54). 
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The motivation for combining the respective teachings of Rieker and Warady 
are as discussed above in the rejection of claim 1 , and incorporated herein. 

(K) As per claim 11, Warady discloses the database wherein the set of data tables 
includes a staging area table that includes data which tracks the member through 
various transaction events (Col. 5, lines 42-67 to Col. 6, line 1 1 ). 

The motivation for combining the respective teachings of Rieker and Warady are 
as discussed above in the rejection of claim 1 , and incorporated herein. 

4. Claims 12-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Rieker et al (5,832,447), Warady et al (6,067,522) and Bessette (6,263,330) 
(L) As per claim 12, Rieker discloses a database for storing a set of data tables 
organized into a persistent logical entity wherein said logical entity maintains data on 
each member in spite of status changes and including for each member (See Rieker 
Col.7, lines 1-67): 

a master account table (See Rieker Col.7, lines 24-47, The Examiner interprets 
capture process to be a form of master account table); a member table which the 
Examiner interprets to be an employee status table (See Warady Col. 5, lines 6-13); 
and 

a set of one or more member history tables associated with the member table, each 
member history table associated with a given employer plan (See Warady Col. 5, lines 
6-54). The collective teachings of Rieker and Warady do not explicitly disclose a web- 
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based managed care transaction system accessible over a computer network using a 
client browser, comprising a transaction server. 

However, these features are known in the art, as evidenced by Bessette. In 
particular, Bessette suggests a web-based managed care transaction system 
accessible over a computer network using a client browser, comprising a transaction 
server (See Bessette Col. 14, lines 38-67 to Col. 15, line 67). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have included the features of Bessette within the collective teachings of 
Rieker and Warady with the motivation of providing a network system for distributed 
storage of records, said network system including: a server managing a database, said 
database containing a plurality of records of respective individuals (See Bessette Col. 5, 
lines 29-32). 

(A) As per claim 13, Rieker discloses a plurality of functional modules (Col. 5, lines 
25-67); 

a transaction processor (Col. 5, lines 25-67); 

a managed care organization (mco) subsystem interfaced to said transaction 
processor (Col.1, lines 15-67); 

a database wherein a logical entity retains data representative of users received 
healthcare within said database persistent across changes to a user's healthcare plan 
(See Warady, Col.4, lines 1-67 to CoL5, line 64). 

The collective teachings of Rieker and Warady do not explicitly disclose a 
network-based managed care system comprising a network-based server; at least one 



Application/Control Number: 09/61 1 ,165 Page 8 

Art Unit: 3626 

client machine on which a graphical user interface operates; a network-based 
subsystem comprising: a multiplexer. 

However, these features are known in the art, as evidenced by Bessette. In 
particular, Bessette suggests a network-based managed care system comprising a 
network-based server (See Fig. 1 ; Col.6, lines 16-67); at least one client machine on 
which a graphical user interface operates (See Fig. 1 ; Col.6, lines 16-67); a network- 
based subsystem comprising: a multiplexer (The Examiner interprets interfaces 702, 
704 and 706 to be a form of multiplexer Col.9, lines 17-60). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have included the features of Bessette within the collective teachings of 
Rieker and Warady with the motivation of providing a network system for distributed 
storage of records, said network system including: a server managing a database, said 
database containing a plurality of records of respective individuals (See Bessette Col. 5, 
lines 29-32). 

(B) As per claim 14, Rieker discloses the network-based managed care system 
wherein said functional modules comprise: 

an enrollment module (Fig. 1 0A (item 1); 

billing module (Fig.10A (item 2); 

messaging module (Fig. 1 0B (items 79-81); and 

inquiry module (Fig. 1 0B (item 79). 
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(C) As per claim 15, Warady discloses the network-based managed care system 
wherein changes to a user's health plan occur as a user changes employment (See 
Warady, Col.4, lines 1-67 to Col. 5, line 64). 

The motivation for combining the respective teachings of Rieker, Warady and 
Bessette are as discussed above in the rejection of claims 1, 12 and 13 and 
incorporated herein. 
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(D) As per claim 16, Warady discloses the network-based managed care systems 
wherein changes to a user's health plan occur as a user changes their healthcare plan 
(See Warady, Col.4, lines 1-67 to Col. 5, line 64). 

The motivation for combining the respective teachings of Rieker, Warady and 
Bessette are as discussed above in the rejection of claims 1, 12 and 13 and 
incorporated herein. 

(E) As per claim 17, Besette discloses the network-based managed care system 
wherein the network comprises an Internet (Col.1, lines 15-35). 

The motivation for combining the respective teachings of Rieker, Warady and 
Bessette are as discussed above in the rejection of claims 1, 12 and 13 and 
incorporated herein. 

(F) As per claim 18, Warady discloses the network-based managed care system 
wherein said the database contains a historical record of care provided to said user 
(Col. 10, lines 42-67). 

The motivation for combining the respective teachings of Rieker, Warady and 
Bessette are as discussed above in the rejection of claims 1, 12 and 13 and 
incorporated herein. 
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(G) As per claim 19, Warady discloses the network-based managed care system 
wherein said persistent logical entity comprises a healthcare administrative record 
(Col.4, lines 1-20). 

The motivation for combining the respective teachings of Rieker, Warady and 
Bessette are as discussed above in the rejection of claims 1, 12 and 13 and 
incorporated herein. 

(H) As per claim 20, Warady discloses the network-based managed care system 
wherein said persistent logical entity spans a user's change in employment plans (Col. 5, 
lines 65-67 to Col.6, line 53). 

The motivation for combining the respective teachings of Rieker, Warady and 
Bessette are as discussed above in the rejection of claims 1, 12 and 13 and 
incorporated herein. 

Response to Arguments 

4. Applicant's arguments filed 3/1 1/03 regarding claims 1-12 have been fully 
considered but they are not persuasive. Applicant's arguments will be addressed 
hereinbelow in order in which they appear in the response filed 3/1 1/03. 
(A) At page 9, Applicant argues that there is no motivation, teaching or suggestion to 
combine Rieker et al. with Warady et al. Therefore, the rejection on a combination of 
these references is inappropriate. Further, Applicant argues Warady fails to teach a 
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logical entity that persists and maintains a continuous healthcare record despite 
changes in employment, eligibility, and healthcare plans. 

In response to first argument, the Examiner respectfully submits that 
obviousness is determined on the basis of the evidence as a whole and the relative 
persuasiveness of the arguments. In re Oetiker, 977 F.2d 1443, 1445, 24 USPQ 2d 
1443, 1444 (Fed. Cir. 1992); In re Hedges, 783 F.2d 1038, 1039, 228 USPQ 685, 686 
(Fed. Cir. 1992). Using this standard, the Examiner respectfully submits that he has at 
least satisfied the burden of presenting a prima facie case of obviousness, since he has 
presented evidence of corresponding claim elements in the prior art and has expressly 
articulated the combinations and the motivations for combinations that fairly suggest 
Applicant claimed invention (See paper number 7). Therefore, Applicant argument is not 
persuasive. 

In response to the second argument, the Examiner respectfully suggests that 
Warady discloses "the data and instructions can be entered by any number of entities 
including, for example, an employee, employer, benefit plan provider, or third party" 
which corresponds to Applicant claimed feature (See Warady, Col. 9, lines 45-67 to 
Col. 10, line 67; Col. 12, lines 52-67). Therefore, Applicant argument is not persuasive. 

(B) At page 1 0, Applicant argues that Bessette fails to teach a network-based 
managed care system. Furthermore, Bessette fails to teach the administrative toolset 
provided by the presentation which provides a persistent logical entity that spans a 
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members change in healthcare plans, employers, and eligibility and a persistent logical 
entity may be used to complete and more efficiently process and manage healthcare. 

In response to the third argument, the Examiner respectfully suggests that 
Bessette discloses "a network distributed shared medical record (NDSMR) system that 
includes two main components, a server 300 and a NDSMR database 302, with the 
potential for each LAN within the health network to be connected to the server 300" 
which corresponds to Applicant claimed feature (See Bessette, Col. 7, lines 1-67). 
Therefore, Applicant argument is not persuasive. 

In response to the fourth argument, the Examiner respectfully suggests that Bessette 
discloses a NDSMR administrator, be it a medical archivist, webmaster or some other 
administrative appointee, also responsible for the maintenance and regular update of a 
local medical information system" which corresponds to Applicant claimed feature (See 
Bessette, Col. 14, lines 22-67 to Col. 15, line 51). Therefore, Applicant argument is not 
persuasive. 

5. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
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the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Conclusion 

6. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. The cited but not applied art teaches system for web-based 
payroll and benefits administration (6,401,079), distributed access management of 
information resources (6,182,142) and system and method for improving efficiency of 
health care (US 2002/0077849). 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Vanel Frenel whose telephone number is 703-305- 
4952. The examiner can normally be reached on 6:00am-5:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Joseph Thomas can be reached on 703-305-9643. The fax phone 
numbers for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned are 703- 
305-7687 for regular communications and 703-305-7687 for After Final 
communications. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is 703-308- 
1113. 
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